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1. Introduction 
  
1.1 Problem area 
 
 
On the 30th of September 2005, 12 drawings of the religious Muslim prophet Mohammed were 
published by the Danish newspaper Jyllands Posten (Kjær, K., 2007). These publications sparked 
a debate about whether freedom of expression gives the right to offend other cultures and their 
religion in particular. Kurt Westergaard, who drew caricature of Muhammad wearing a turban 
forming a bomb, saw it as his right to freedom of expression and furthermore as an opportunity 
to respond to the ‘provocations terrorist are making by using a religion as their spiritual 
ammunition’ (Westergaard, K. cited in Kjær, K., 2007).  
 
The publication of these drawings led to  strong reactions which started within the local muslim 
community in Aarhus and later state leaders in the Muslim world condemned the drawings and 
the Danish state. This represented a misinterpretation or misunderstanding of basic (Western) 
democratic values of freedom of press, freedom of speech and the individual's right to self 
determination. The Muslim world's state leaders demanded the Danish government to prosecute 
Jyllands Posten and furthermore that they make a public apology. The cartoons controversy 
began as a national debate contested within Denmark but escalated to an in international level. 
The debate was centered around what was seen as acceptable to publish and where the line could 
be drawn before it became a matter of offending others.  
 
The reactions against the publications of the cartoons were aggressive and quickly increased in 
intensity as seen through the violent demonstrations first in Denmark and then abroad (ibid).The 
outrage from the muslim world towards Denmark and the danish newspaper ended up with more 
than 150 deaths, and Danish embassies burned to the ground (ibid). Furthermore this led to 
boycott of Danish products in several countries in the middle east. The aftermath of the 
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Mohammed Drawing in 2005,still affects the Danish media and society, in terms of threats made 
against media houses and journalists.  
 
Various types of media publications impacted the conflicting views on how we understand 
freedom of expression (Papademas 2011:20). As Denmark is a society with few restrictions of 
freedom of speech, we find it interesting how the national media in Denmark has altered 
individual's views on what is acceptable to say and do, in relation to portraying people’s cultural 
beliefs. Thus, we aim to analyse the case of the Mohammed drawings published in the Danish 
newspaper Jyllands-Posten in 2005, leaving the population, national as well as world wide, 
questioning whether the concept of freedom of expression is worth more than accepting cultural 
beliefs that compromise the freedom to publish material that could be potentially offensive to 
others. 
  
The problem we have identified and that we wish to analyse further is the controversial nature 
and motive of the 2005 cartoon controversy and this reflected different perspectives on how 
freedom of speech should be used in a democratic society, using Denmark as our chosen country. 
In in order address this issue we have formulated the following research question and working 
questions. 
  
1.2 Research Question 
  
How can the publications of the Mohammed drawings in 2005 have been said to reflect the complexity of 
freedom of speech in Denmark? 
1.3 Problem formulation 
In order to help us answer our research question, we have constructed following three working questions:  
  
1. Why is freedom of expression seen as fundamental in a democratic society?  
2. How was freedom of speech used to defend the publications of the Mohammed caricatures in 
2005 and what were the arguments against the publications? 
3. How did the cartoons reflect a disagreement of how free speech should used in a 
democratic society? 
6 
2. Methods & Methodology 
2.1 Introduction 
 In this chapter we identify the research approaches we will take and the types of sources we will use. In 
continuation of this, we will analyse the sources which we use for their relevance to our chosen topic and 
their reliability, validity and usefulness. We also narrow down the process which caused us to arrive at 
our chosen research question and sub question in the delimitation of field research section.  
 
2.2 Methodology 
  
We have chosen to use a solely qualitative approach as it “centres on understanding subjective meanings 
that individuals give to their social worlds” (Hesse-Biber et al:33). As opposed to the positivist position, 
we are not trying to show that there is an objective truth or reality but rather to explore the various 
opposing arguments on the issue at hand and what types of conclusions can be made based regarding the 
different arguments. In order to do so, we are in between using an interpretive approach and a critical 
approach. The interpretive approach emphasises subjective experience and perspective as sources of 
knowledge. This approach is relevant when looking at how the cartoon controversy was viewed by 
different newspapers (as well as individual perspectives). Their points of view are strictly interpretive due 
to political (or other) agenda, hence how certain aspects of the controversy were understood (within 
Denmark) were based on the media's (subjective) interpretation of these aspects. 
 
Furthermore the interpretive approach provides insight into how the “meaning” or “understanding” of  
free speech is constructed through interactions between groups of people, or people and objects. As to be 
shown in our analysis chapter, free speech is understood differently in the West and the Middle East and 
these differences were highlighted throughout the arguments for and against the drawings as well as the 
reactions to the them.  
 
The critical approach goes further by looking at “how power and hegemonic discourses shape experience 
and understanding” (Hesse-Biber et al:16). This approach is  useful when looking at how the Danish 
media interpreted different events during the 2005 cartoon controversy. Often their interpretations 
reflected a political bias. For example, although Jyllands-Posten claims to be an independent newspaper, 
they had support of the government (especially right wing politicians and the Danish prime minister) who 
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exerted a certain amount of political influence. This serves helpful to explain how the Danish media 
create certain discourses around “free expression”, and how these discourses, through power relations, 
shape individual perspectives or even general public opinion. 
  
Our research will be mainly exploratory. We will also attempt to explain certain phenomena, such as why 
the crisis escalated from a national to international level and what were the implications had it not erupted 
to such a high level of contention. Here we will include questions such as how differentiating views on 
freedom of speech (and more generally differences between cultures) resulted in the escalation of the 
crisis. The data collection will be based on both first hand research such as conducting interviews and 
attending seminars, and second hand research such as content and document analysis of books, journal 
articles and newspapers. We have taken an iterative approach, as throughout the process of collecting and 
analysing data we have slightly changed the focus of our research question and consequently working 
questions. This approach uses inductive reasoning, in the sense that regardless of whether the arguments 
presented are valid, the conclusions may be limited by the subjective nature of the topic. As the whole 
debate about what can or cannot be expressed is based on individual experience and perspective (as the 
main sources of knowledge), the conclusions will likely be based on one-sided perspectives. 
  
Throughout the research process, we will have gained a better understanding of the general topic and, as 
mentioned, constantly narrowed down our focus. Although our research question has changed along the 
way, it has from the beginning remained an open-ended question with no one correct answer and it lies 
open to interpretation (Hesse-Biber et al:9). At the start of the project, our limited knowledge prevented 
us from choosing any concrete theory. We ended up using Samuel Huntington's clash of civilisations 
paradigm to explain the conflict that erupted after the 2005 publications of Mohammed. Although our 
original purpose was not to establish a direct cause-effect relationship (as often in quantitative research), 
there were connecting points between Huntington's general arguments and our findings. 
  
2.3 Use of empirical data 
  
We conducted an in-depth interview with professor Peter Hervik who spoke at the seminar “Limits of 
tolerance, freedom of expression”, at the Danish Institute for International Studies. We chose to use this 
kind of interview method, as it gave us the opportunity to conduct an interview where we could actively  
ask and listen. The in-depth interview is characterised by being issue-oriented, which is useful when 
analysing a particular topic.  
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Using this kind of interview method, gave us an insight to the situation of free speech in Denmark and 
linked us to many other useful points on the Mohammed drawings however the arguments from Hervik 
himself were not of use to us in answering our research question. We have however used some of 
Hervik’s other work which he mentioned in this interview. 
  
There are three types of interviews: the structured, the semi-structured and the unstructured. We are going 
to conduct our interviews, using the semi-structured type, as it gives us the opportunity to discover new 
elements and new interesting questions to pose under the interview. As we don’t have that much 
knowledge within this field yet, we believe that the semi-structured interview type is the easiest to use, as 
it assures that we won’t go into too many other directions than expected, and that the order of our original 
interview instrument won’t change too much. 
  
In order to allow our interview conversation to develop and explore new topics and discussion, we will 
beside our structured interview, try to conduct a semi-structured interview. However, this will only be the 
case when we are reaching the end of our interview, so that we are assured that the interview will not flow 
in a complete other direction than expected. 
 
Besides the in-depth interviews, we thought of conducting Email interviews, but due to several 
disadvantages (such as possible time-delay), we decided that we would get much more out of an in-person 
interviews. In-person interviews are often more personal than E-mail interviews or questionnaires, as the 
interviewer works directly with the person interviewed. 
 
We are aware of some of the disadvantages that come with interviewing for example that interviews often 
are very time consuming and very resource intensive. However the interview provided us with great so-
far unknown knowledge, great discussions, and new reliable information.  
 
Furthermore we are aware that our interview have resulted in some biased answers, as our interviewee 
had a certain personal agenda. 
 
When looking at the sources we will be using for our project it is vital to assess the validity (is there an 
accurate reflection of what it is trying to measure/explain?) and reliability (consistency and bias of the 
research) of them. 
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On the 20th March 2015, we had attended a seminar at the Danish Institute for International Studies titled 
“Limits of tolerance, freedom of expression: From the Mohammed cartoons to Charlie Hebdo”. This 
seminar will serve useful for our project as it allows us to have an insight in researchers thoughts on the 
development of freedom of expression since the publications in 2005 of the Mohammed satire drawings 
up until the attack on Charlie Hebdo in January, 2015. Their expertise on the subject will be useful for us 
and we will be able to compare and contrast the differing views on the matter. However, we are aware 
that there was an extent of bias from the group of professionals presenting their opinions and views on the 
matter, which makes it necessary for us to do discourse analysis to truly assess the reliability of this as a 
source. On the other hand there is a strong sense of validity in the source as factual knowledge is provided 
with expert opinion incorporated into it as well despite the fact that each section of the seminar focuses on 
a specific aspect of freedom of expression rather than the general topic. 
  
In order to gain an even stronger insight in the social construction of freedom of speech, we will take use 
of public debates, such as "Does freedom of speech give the right to offend?" with Maajid Nawaz on 
BBC’s show ‘The Big Questions’ from the 11/1 2015. The debates will be based on a variety of opinions 
which can be both positive and negative as it provides a range of different viewpoints on the 
aforementioned question which can ultimately be useful in answering our research question although 
there is not enough background information to truly find out the reliability of the source. 
2.4 Delimitation of field research 
  
To begin with, we had the aim of looking at a slightly philosophical debate as to what was more 
important, freedom of speech or the respect of other people’s beliefs, however we decided against this as 
it was ultimately unanswerable and we found that it would lead us to an endless debate. Freedom of 
speech had always been the main focus of our project but we spent a lot of time deciding on which aspect 
of the topic that we would look at. Another potential area of research we looked at was comparing to case 
studies of the Mohammed cartoons of 2005 and the incident of Charlie Hebdo in January 2015 and the 
repercussions of the satirical drawings that they had published. We decided that this problem area was too 
great to be able to fully analyse given our timeframe and resources as well as the Charlie Hebdo incident 
being too recent to provide us with sufficient material and sources to use. 
 
We struggled to find sufficient sources and theories that were relevant to these two problem areas which 
also made them difficult to use. Also, we would have liked to conduct another interview with a PHD 
student at Roskilde University whose area of expertise was in freedom of speech, however we were not 
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able to contact this person after numerous attempt which partially hindered our research. Despite the fact 
that both of these areas of research would have been interesting to look deeper into and analyse it was just 
not possible and we settled on just focusing on the Mohammed cartoons of 2005 and how they reflected 
the complexity of free speech in Denmark. 
  
2.5 Literature review 
  
In addition to the seminar we will be attended on March 20, we have found several books we will be 
using, inter alia “Det handler om ytringsfrihed” (It’s about freedom of speech) by Oluf Jørgensen. This 
book describes the main rules governing journalism and the media regarding the rights within freedom of 
expression. Another source we will be using is a book titled “Freedom of the Press” (Eric Barendt 2009), 
which emphasises the importance of a ‘free press’ in maintaining a ‘liberal democracy’. Although the 
book does not use Denmark as a primary example, it is useful for gaining further insight about the norms 
and values associated with the role of the press in a democratic society. The majority of literature chosen 
is reliable because it has been peer-reviewed hence our reasoning for choosing them. 
  
We have also chosen a book titled "Freedom of the Press" by Freedom House (2003) which is split up 
into two sections, firstly there is some background information as to how freedom of the press is 
categorised which is followed by reports and ratings for each country in the world in terms of how free 
their press is in relation to this categorisation. Freedom House is a valid source as it is a non-
governmental organisation that seeks to provide information to the public. There is however the slight 
issue when considering the reliability of this as a sources as it is published by an organisation not an 
individual meaning that it is not possible to gain information on all the authors/editors and whether their 
views are objective or not. 
  
In addition to these sources, we have been using a variety of newspaper articles, predominantly from the 
Danish media. Although we acknowledge the fact that these newspapers are ultimately not entirely 
reliable, they have given us a good insight into the reactions to the Mohammed cartoons of 2005 and 
whether they were in support or in fact against them. There are many different newspapers which we have 
used, ranging from tabloids to politically one-sided to economic based newspapers, all of which give us a 
broader view on this reaction. 
  
We are furthermore going to conduct information through a documentary, which provides us with some 
aspects of democracy and its reality. A documentary is a type of film that based on the real world and its 
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actions, providing information on e.g. historical events, in a supposedly objective manner. Documentaries 
are often filmed on location without any form of acting.   
 
The documentary we are using is ’”Bloody Cartoons’ from 2007, which is directed by journalist and 
director, Karsten Kjær. Karsten Kjær is the founder and owner of the production company ’Freeport’, 
which has produced documentaries, factual entertainment shows, reality shows and several other TV-
series to medias such as TV2, TV3, DR and many others (freeport.dk/karsten-kjaer, 20/5-15). 
 
The documentary ‘Bloody Cartoons’ was part of a documentary film series called ‘Why Democracy’, 
which was produced by STEPS International, who has the agenda of ‘supporting a global conversation 
about democracy’ and focus on social change (whydemocracy.net). The series included 10 documentaries 
that were all directed by award winning directors from 10 different countries, including Karsten Kjær 
from Denmark (whydemocracy.net/introduction). The idea with the documentaries was for the directors 
to make a personal documentary, by capturing their own experience and view on freedom of speech 
(ibid). 
  
Karsten Kjær’s purpose with the documentaries was to understand the violent demonstrations that 
occurred as reaction to the publication of the Mohammed drawings, and furthermore what the hateful 
message behind the slogans was. He questions how hatred like that can occur over some ‘Bloody 
Cartoons’? He does acknowledge, that he as many other Danes, lack the understanding of the same 
commitment, love and understand for a religion, as many Muslims have, which can be differentiating the 
understanding of the events (Bloody Cartoons). Furthermore, he is concerned with what consequences 
this has to our freedom of speech in the future, and if it will limit our ability to ridicule religions, in 
particular Islam, in a modern democracy (ibid). 
  
The documentary will be useful to us as it provides a lot of general background information on the case of 
the cartoons as well as enabling us to look further into the reactions to them. Due to fact that the 
documentary is made with a personal objective, we are aware that things may be framed in a biased way. 
 
Another main source we used is titled “Reading the Mohammed Cartoons Controversy: An International 
Analysis of Press Discourses on Free Speech and Political Spin” by Kunelius et al 2007. This book 
comprises of a list of working papers about the cartoon controversy by various authors. However we 
found the first 2 papers to be most relevant to our research topic as Denmark was the focal point. The first 
paper titled “The Mohammed cartoons, journalism, free speech and globalisation” by Kunelius and Eide 
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provided us with some important background information about freedom of speech and the cartoon crisis. 
The second, “Denmark: A political struggle in Danish journalism” by Hervik and Berg, was used more 
throughout the second working question especially in relation to the analytical framework discussed. 
Furthermore the 2nd paper comprised a study of 232 articles, and was very useful in explaining the 
media's interpretation of the crisis. The book proved to be a reliable source as not only is it peer-reviewed 
but it approached the cartoon controversy from various authors perspectives. 
  
2.6 Selection of theory 
  
One of the main theories we will be using is Eric Barendt’s four arguments as to why freedom of speech 
is necessary in any country. This book is titled “Freedom of Speech” and was published in 2005. Once 
more, Barendt doesn’t take Denmark as a prime example however using this as more of a theoretical 
framework we can apply these four points to Denmark. Eric Barendt’s background as a professor in the 
field of media law, makes him a more reliable source, as well as the fact that his work is widely respected 
in this field. We however, never entirely rule out bias of any form. 
  
Our final main source is the much discussed “Clash of Civilizations and the remaking of world order” by 
Samuel P. Huntington. We will elaborate on the six arguments that he makes as to why civilisations clash 
and hence apply these six points to the clash of Islamic and Danish culture in Denmark with focus on the 
Jyllands-Postens’ Mohammad cartoons. This will be done mostly to help us answer our third subquestion 
and in turn our research question. 
  
We have chosen these theories as they differ quite a lot, one being directly linked to freedom of speech 
and the other being more about what causes indifference in a society where civilisations clash. If we 
combine these two well along with a variety of concepts (mentioned later) it will ultimately benefit the 
outcome of our research to a large extent. 
3. Theory 
  
3.1 Introduction 
  
In this chapter, we will discuss the theory and the key concepts we will be using in the project, 
this will be followed up by a brief reference to the discourse around the main concepts used in 
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the project. We start by elaborating on Eric Barendt's (2005) four principles of freedom of 
speech. These four principles are seen as the framework behind freedom of speech in many 
countries and can hence be applied to our case of freedom of speech in Denmark. In relation to 
freedom of speech in Denmark, we will elaborate on another theorist John Stuart Mill, as he 
makes a very bold statement in saying that a person must be free to say whatever they please no 
matter how immoral it may seem to another person. Lastly we will describe Huntington’s clash 
of civilisations theory, which elaborates on the fact that people’s religious and cultural beliefs, 
are the main reason behind conflicts. 
    
   
3.2 Eric Barendt’s four principles of freedom of speech 
  
In terms of defining freedom of speech from a theoretical point of view, we will be using Eric 
Barendt's (2005) four principles of freedom of speech. These four principles can be very useful 
for us in our classification of freedom of speech as a concept and can help us to create a checklist 
as to what must occur for free speech to exist in a country. It can also allow us to look at whether 
freedom of speech is a necessary characteristic for a democratic society. 
  
The first of these four arguments used to justify freedom of speech is "Arguments concerned with 
importance of discovering truth" (Barendt 2005:7). This is being interpreted as an argument to 
why we should have freedom of speech, which means that we should have the right to discuss 
facts and opinions in order to affirm or disprove them. If we were not able to do this as a society 
then it would restrict potential advancements in many aspects of everyday life (e.g. scientific). 
We also understand this to mean that even though an argument or viewpoint is false, one should 
still not be limited from saying or expressing it as even false statements can lead to people 
gaining a better understanding or criticising it in order to discover the truth (Ibid). This principle 
has been criticised as some believe it is best to limit hateful speech and maintain racial harmony, 
even if a true point is revealed. This can then stream into a neverending debate as to what is more 
important - discovering the truth or preventing the offence of a group of people (Ibid). 
  
Secondly, "Free speech as an aspect of self-fulfillment" is a slightly more philosophical theory, 
which involves how giving a person freedom of speech allows them to benefit in terms of self-
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fulfillment (Barendt 2005:13). According to Barendt it is human nature to want to express one's 
views and beliefs and limiting this would have a negative impact on the individual as it hinders 
our personality from growing. This is seen as being necessary as it is what separates humans 
from animals (Ibid).This point is quite heavily linked to human rights as the freedom of self 
development (of personality)  is which is a part of freedom of speech is mentioned in The 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights under article 22 (UN.org). Having made this link we can 
infer that it is the decisions that we make throughout the course of life that shapes who we are 
and should freedom of speech be a part of this then it should be a necessity in human society. 
  
"The argument from citizen participation in a democracy" (Barendt 2005:18) means that Barendt 
sees freedom of speech as a key characteristic in a modern day Western democratic society, this 
makes it relevant to our analysis of the democracy society in  Denmark.  He draws this argument 
from Brandeis J.'s Judgment in Whitney V. California: "This can be very useful for us in our 
classification of freedom of speech as a concept and can help us to create a checklist as to what 
must occur for free speech to exist in a country. It can also allow us to look at whether freedom 
of speech is a necessary characteristic for a democratic society." (Brandeis J. 1927 cited in 
Barendt 2005:18). This is ultimately quite heavily linked to our first sub-question about whether 
freedom of speech is fundamental in a democratic society and we will expand on this in our 
analysis section. This argument can be interpreted as stating that freedom of speech is part and 
parcel of a population engaging in a democratic society. It acknowledges that people have 
differing viewpoints on matters and that them expressing these views is a characteristic of 
democracy (Barendt 2005:19) 
  
Finally "Suspicion of government" is a more negative principle than the above three and Barendt 
states that free speech is necessary as a control mechanism on the government and not giving 
them a monopoly on power, this can also be linked to point three about the necessity of freedom 
of expression in a democracy. A population must be able to have their views on and criticise 
their ruling government, as mentioned in his third argument of citizen participation (Barendt 
2005:25). This principle is strongly linked to the previous one as being able to criticise a 
government is a key characteristic of a democracy. Taking the example of a government that is 
corrupt (even though it may not seem clear to the people), if they cannot criticise and appeal 
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against this, then it will continue indefinitely. Even though there doesn’t necessarily have to be 
corruption within a government for this principle to apply, it is because we do not know what is 
going on “behind closed doors” with governmental discussions and decisions that we must be 
allowed to question or criticise them. 
  
 These four principles will be used throughout our project and will be key to our analysis and 
helping us answer our research question: “How can the publications of the Mohammed drawings 
in 2005 be said to reflect the complexity of freedom of speech in Denmark?” The way in which 
this theory will help us is by allowing us to look at the reasons behind the publication of 
Jyllands-Posten's infamous cartoon which is said to be mocking Islamic faith and has caused an 
uproar from many Muslims around the world as well as perhaps giving a reason for why it can be 
acceptable or not acceptable to publish such satire. 
  
We must look at the background of Eric Barendt in order to assess the usefulness of his book to 
us. We chose the book because of the vast relevance to both our research question and 
subquestions and despite the book being published before our chosen case of Jyllands-Posten’s 
Mohammed cartoons, the principles can still be applied due to the fact that there have not been 
any related constitutional changes in this time period. Eric Barendt is a professor at University 
College London specialising in the subject of media law and he has no apparent prejudices on his 
writings. Of course it is impossible to guarantee that there is no bias at all but his scholarly 
background and the popularity of his work (in which he cites many other authors with similar 
expertise in this topic area) leads us to believe that “Freedom of Speech” (2005) is reliable and 
useful as a source. 
  
 3.3 John Stuart Mill 
  
Another theorist that we must shed light upon is John Stuart Mill as he makes a very bold 
statement in saying that a person must be free to say whatever they please no matter how 
immoral it may seem to another person. In his book "On Liberty" Mill states that we must have 
"absolute freedom of opinion and sentiment on all subjects, practical or speculative, scientific, 
moral or theological". (Mill 1978:11) This statement on absolute freedom might seem a bit 
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extreme as it weighs so heavily to one end of the debate and a principle with the potential to 
cause a lot of conflict he continues to state that he believes that the only situation where a 
governmental body should be allowed to intervene with the actions of civilians (without the 
civilian's permission or will) is to prevent harm (Mill 1978:9). Mill does not state exactly what 
he means by harm but it has been interpreted as meaning that an action has breached the rights of 
an individual (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy). Thus meaning that the harm principle 
applies when a person has their rights violated. 
  
Mill seeks to find out what types of speech, if in fact there are any, are classed as being able to 
cause harm and draws upon pornography as an example as it can involve threatening or 
degrading speech towards a person (typically a woman). A second and more relevant example 
that Mill looks at is hate speech. Mill points out that most democracies have a law or limitation 
in order to try and reduce or prevent hate speech. This is relevant for us as Jyllands-Posten was 
accused of hate speech, in relation to the drawings printed. Furthermore it can still be useful to us 
to look at the attitudes towards freedom of speech in Danish society since the crisis. 
  
A third and final theoretical viewpoint we take into account before further defining the concepts 
which we have mentioned in the introduction is a follow up of Mill's harm principle. John 
Feinburg added the offence principle to the original harm principle because he believed that the 
latter was insufficient in covering the acceptance of freedom of speech. Feinburg suggests that 
offending someone is a degree below causing them harm and hence there should be still be some 
sort of censorship for offensive speech but not a punishment as there should be for harmful 
speech. He then goes on to take the example of the Mohammed drawings, stating that it is 
something that has the potential to offend a population whereas another population can find it 
amusing. We will look further into this case in our analysis chapter (Feinburg cited in Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy 2012) 
  
Following up on Mill's views on hate speech and the harm principle, Feinburg does the same but 
with the offense principle where he states that the extent of offense that is caused and the societal 
view or value on the matter must be taken into account before the case is censored and the if the 
offense extends to harm what the fitting punishment is (Ibid). 
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 3.4 Huntington’s clash of civilisations theory 
  
Political scientist Samuel P. Huntington’s clash of civilisation theory was for the first time 
introduced back in 1992 at one of his lectures at the American Enterprise institute 
(Academia.edu, 21/5-2015). Huntington later on developed and expanded his thesis in his book 
The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order in 1996. (Academia.edu, 21/5-
2015) 
  
According to Huntington, the great divisions within humankind do not arise from either 
ideological or economic reasons, but rather because of cultural diversities (Huntington:1996:22). 
Huntington argues that even though nation states remain the primary source of power actors in 
world affairs, the main political conflicts appear between groups and nations with different 
cultural and ideological beliefs (Ibid.:22) According to Huntington, the civilisations and their 
cultural beliefs are going be the leading cause of disputes in our modern world today. He 
describes the clash between civilisations will occur as: “The clash of civilizations will dominate 
global politics. The fault lines between civilizations will be the battle lines of the future. (Ibid.) 
  
According to Huntington the term civilization is defined as “A cultural entity… Villages, 
regions, ethnic groups, nationalities, religious groups, all have distinct cultures at different 
levels of cultural heterogeneity”(Ibid.:23). A civilisation is thus, according to Huntington, a 
group of people sharing the same cultural belief and identity, distinguishing people by language, 
history, customs, religion and self-identification. (Ibid.:24) 
  
Huntington describes the world as being shaped into seven or eight major civilisations, including 
the Western, Confucian, Japanese, Islamic, Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox, Latin American and 
possibly African civilisation(Ibid:25). Huntington argued and predicted that the upcoming 
conflicts in our modern world will solely arise on behalf of cultural differences, separating the 
different civilisation apart (Ibid.). Huntington find the cultural differences much more 
fundamental than the political regimes and ideologies(Ibid.:25). Huntington claims that 
differences not necessarily are connected with violence and dispute, however he points out that 
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the major conflicts in the world, are continuously linked with civilisations disagreements and 
differences(Ibid.) 
  
Huntington asserts that clash of civilisations can occur throughout two levels; a micro-level, and 
a macro-level. (Huntington 1996:29) Within the micro-level, adjacent groups along civilisations 
are struggling, often violently, in order to gain control over each other and territory. The second 
way happens throughout a macro-level, where states from different civilisations compete with 
each other over either economic, military or political power, striking against a control over 
international institutions, in order to promote their own religious and political beliefs(Ibid.) 
Huntington emphasises that the essentials for these two conflict levels, is that the most crucial 
clash between the civilisations would be because of a “combination of western arrogance, 
islamic intolerance and chinese self-esteem”(Ibid.) 
  
Huntington described throughout six main arguments why civilisations may clash, identifying 
some of the main reasons why conflicts occurs.  
  
Huntington’s first argument “Differences among civilizations are not only real; they are 
basic”(Ibid.), are based on the fact that there are basic fundamental differences in each 
civilisation, such as language, history, tradition, culture and religion. These factors forms 
different views on life and how people should act based on cultural norms and moralities (Ibid.). 
  
Secondly, Huntington argues that “The world is becoming a smaller place”(Ibid.). By this 
argument, Huntington states that because of globalisation, people interact and connect with each 
other much more frequently and much easier compared to the past due to new technology.  
Furthermore Huntington states that immigration is a significant factor, creating tensions between 
groups of people from different civilisations living together in the same society. Huntington 
refers to his term civilization consciousness, where people are becoming more conscious about 
the different civilisations and the differences that come along (Ibid.). 
  
Huntington’s third argument is that “The processes of economic modernization and social 
change throughout the world are separating people from longstanding local 
identities”(Ibid.:26). This argument is based on the idea that the globalised world is separating 
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people from their local and national identities. Huntington argues that process of economic 
modernisation and social change weakens the nation state as a source of identity (Ibid.:26). 
However, religion has tried to fill this gap, to try to unite people with similar religions, uniting 
civilisations. 
  
Huntington fourth argument says, “The growth of civilization-consciousness is enhanced by the 
dual role of the West”(Ibid.). Huntington thinks that the prominence of the West around the 
world has created a form of anti-western attitude among the non-Western civilisations. Their 
desire to avoid Westernisation has led to them returning back to their roots(Ibid.). An example 
could be the re-islamisation of Arab nations and hinduniastion of India.  
  
The fifth argument is that “Cultural characteristics and differences are less mutable and hence 
less easily compromised and resolved than political and economic ones”(Ibid.:27). As 
mentioned earlier in Huntington’s first argument, differences between civilisations are more rigid 
because of their own trenched history. This is also relevant, when referring to who is in each 
individual civilisation. You can’t choose where you are born, and depending on where you are 
born, this could cause a problem. In a political argument, you can for example choose if you 
either want to be in favour of communism or capitalism. This isn’t really an option within 
civilisations, even though it is a possibility to change your nationality or convert into another 
religion, there may be in some countries, very harsh consequences. 
  
His sixth and last argument states that “Economic regionalism is increasing”(Ibid.). In the past 
few decades, we have seen an increase in economic regionalism, where trade in geographical 
areas have increased and expanded the overall global trade e.g. in the EU, North America and 
Asia. These trading’s has enhanced and highlighted cultural differences and brought together and 
united civilisations (Ibid.). Overall it increases the shared culture that you have within a 
civilisation. 
  
All in all, Huntington’s six arguments arise in the sense of civilisation-ship and creates a sense of 
community on a large scale between civilisations, leaving an “us and them” attitude. Huntington 
sees this clash of civilisations as being inevitable and never ending. 
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3.4.1 Huntington’s clash of civilisation theory in relation to freedom of speech 
  
Huntington’s civilisation theory is very useful in our project as it recently has become a very 
widely discussed phenomenon, relating the class of civilisation theory with the recent terror 
attack on the French satire weekly magazine Charlie Hebdo the 7th of January 2015 as well as 
the  issue of the Mohammed cartoons in 2005 (globalresearch.ca). The class of civilisation has 
recently become a popularised frame that is wheeled whenever terror attacks has a Western 
target, or freedom of speech is put up for debate (globalresearch.ca). 
  
Huntington's attitude regarding freedom of speech and expression is based around arguments 
concerning that the West's values in relation to individualism should be a part of all national 
institutions worldwide(Huntington 1996:268-269 danish edition). However, he points out that 
the West cannot force its individual human vision over non-Western civilisations(Ibid.), which is 
related to his concept of civilisation, which assumes that the world contains 7-8 different 
civilisations. (Huntington 1993:25). Huntington’s freedom of speech perception is furthermore 
based on ideas that it is something that should be universal, bearing in mind, that the countries 
belonging to different civilisations can not be forced to incorporate a Western view of freedom 
of expression(Huntington 1996:256 danish edition) 
  
UN World declaration’s opening lines are based on the fact that universal recognition will be one 
of the elements of "freedom, justice and peace in the world (The United Nations 2011)."This 
universal recognition, which is the opening of the UN Universal Declaration emphasises a form 
of pride that causes man to require, inter alia, Western human rights values. Nevertheless, 
Huntington perceives this universal recognition as being unrealistic, as Western values according 
to Huntington, are not able to develop into universal values(Huntington 1993:23). The highlight 
of Huntington is based on the fact that Western values are simply just a product of a Western 
Christian culture. In further contrast to the universal recognition, Huntington claims, that the 
world community is characterised by differentiated individual values(Ibid.:24) 
  
Huntington supports that if Western values were dominant in the world, it would reduce the 
potential for crisis and conflict(Ibid.:22). However, Huntington also points out that the West 
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should not pressure or penalize non-Western countries if they do not meet Western demands, 
inter alia, Human Rights as the world society according to Huntington is characterised by 7-8 
differentiated civilisations with different values. He also states that if the West has to intervene, 
it should only be done through, for example, the UN (Huntington 1996:271-273 danish edition). 
  
3.4.2 Huntington’s clash of civilisation theory in relation to the Mohammed drawings in 
2005 
  
Concerning the Mohammed drawings that were published back in 2005, Huntington believes that 
writers should be aware of the consequences their works may have. According to Huntington, it 
is temporarily very important to have that in mind, since different cultures have differentiated 
perception of e.g. freedom of expression(Huntington 1993:256 Danish edition) 
  
Furthermore, Huntington believes that especially drawings can have a strong impact on different 
communities, whereas a text potentially not is as powerful. Huntington points out, writers and 
artists should consider what their work can lead to in the light of the values of different cultures 
is deeply rooted as they are the results of centuries of history (Ibid.:19 Danish edition) 
  
Jyllands-Posten article “Muhammad's face, and especially the article Mohammed Caricatures, 
got in the subsequent time strong reactions worldwide. According to Huntington (ibid.:481), 
Jyllands-Posten should have seen this scenario coming, being aware of and prepared. These 
reactions will be analysed further on in the analysis chapter. 
  
3.5.1 Concepts 
  
In the following chapter we will elaborate on the different concepts we are using throughout our project. 
As mentioned in our problem area, we will be using the using the concept of racism as Jyllands-Posten 
were accused of race-discrimination. We will, in relation to the accusation, look into what the concept of 
‘racism’ withholds, how it is defined, how racism is categorised,  and furthermore how it relates to the 
power of the media. Furthermore we are using the media as a concept, when looking at freedom of 
expression and the views people have on e.g minority groups. The third concept we are using is 
globalisation,  a term commonly associated with the increase in our use of media and technology in 
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general. The fourth concept we are using is Multiculturalism and Multi Culturalisation which refers to the 
different cultural diversities. This concept will guide us through when analysing upon the different danish 
and islamic ethnic, religious and cultural values. The sixth concept we are using is xenophobia, which 
includes the fear of something foreign or unknown, which played a great role during the crisis of the 
Mohammed drawings in 2005. Lastly we are using the concept of orientalism, which help us understand 
the way the western world distinguish foreign cultures. 
  
3.5.2 Racism 
  
Racism is defined as the lack or refusal of understanding the value, the worth and rights of a certain race 
with other biological or geographical heritage, which usually is expressed through discriminatory 
behavior (Bachanan 2010). However, in a coherent world, racism is not necessarily towards a certain 
race, but can be concerned cultural differences, meaning the racism is aimed towards civilisation or an 
individual with a different cultural background, which is what is defined by neo-racism (Ibid). To 
determine whether a publication is racist or not, it is vital to understand the some principles of the 
concept, which is being elaborated on in the analysis chapter.  
 
We will use the concept of racism in relation to accusation against Jyllands-Posten, concerning 
the drawings being race-discriminating. The concept of racism and what is considered as racist is 
clearly linked to freedom of speech discourse. In Denmark, there are culturally racist (mostly 
extreme right wing) parties with representation in parliament (Mulinari & Neergaard 2012). 
Although they do not advocate violence, they emphasise the threat Muslims pose to the 
“extinction” of Danish national culture.  
 
3.5.3 Media 
  
Media is a source of information which can be published through different devices such as newspapers, 
television and the Internet. It is through mass and social media that we gain a large proportion of our 
opinions on a variety of matters such as politics,  sports, music and everything in between. It is also, as 
mentioned earlier, a vital source of information for the individual providing us with news updates from 
around the globe as well as allowing us to contact people on the other side of the world (Wimmer and 
Dominick 2013:342) The more specific relevance of media to this project, is the fact that the crisis started 
through media, as the Mohammed cartoons were in fact published in a newspaper, a type of media. Hence 
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the media have had a big role in crisis, and furthermore, the media were the primary information source of 
all the reactions and the events during the mentioned period, predominantly the information were brought 
to the population through television and newspapers. 
  
3.5.4 Globalisation 
  
Globalisation is, once again, quite a trivial term with many differing definitions, but we have primarily 
chosen to use Malcolm Waters' explanation of the concept:  "A social process in which the constraints of 
geography on economic, political, social and cultural arrangements recede, in which people become 
increasingly aware that they are receding and in which people act accordingly." (Waters, 1995:5 cited in 
Nehring 2013: 279). This concepts gives us a clear insight as to why there has been an increase in our use 
of media, and how this have had an influence within the crisis of the Mohammed drawings. In addition to 
this, the concept helps us understand the increase in immigration and multiculturalism seen in Denmark in 
the past 15 years. The concept of globalisation is primarily used in relation to Huntington’s clash of 
civilisation theory, analysing how the cartoons reflected a disagreement of how free speech is portrayed in 
a democratic society.  
 
3.5.5 Multiculturalism and Multi Culturalisation 
  
The basic definition of a multicultural society, consist of a society in which there is a variety of different 
cultural communities that live in harmony. The cultural communities is defined by different religions, 
social status, political position and, of course, cultures (H. Hoernig, M. Walton-Roberts, 2009:2). This 
multicultural society is a mixture of all of the cultures and their norms and values, where they are 
combined to create a well functioning society. This has, however, unfortunately not always been the case 
as this mixture of cultures has caused them to clash and can create disagreements and conflict 
(Keskinen:2012). Multi Culturalisation is the process of a society becoming more multicultural, often 
through things like immigration. 
 
We are using the concept of the multiculturalism throughout the project, primarily in our analysis of our 
third subquestion. As Samuel Huntington's arguments, mentioned earlier in the chapter, leads to conclude 
different civilisations will clash, the concept of multiculturalism could be seen to stand in opposition to 
the theory.  
           
3.5.6 Xenophobia 
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The concept of xenophobia involves the fear of something foreign or unknown. National and local news 
are often to blame for the widespread xenophobic culture in many countries, this is due to the largely 
negative portrayal of different immigrant and foreign groups (Yukushko:2009). This leads to native 
inhabitants of a country being afraid of or angry at all foreigners due to the negative actions of a minority 
group. There is a link between nationalism and xenophobia, as many people who are proud of their 
country seem to think foreigners may be damaging society through their culture and actions. Extreme 
right wing parties often took advantage of this supposed threat immigrants posed to the extinction of 
Danish values in order to further present them in a negative way. Furthermore, this concept was used to 
argue for more exclusive policies regarding integration of ethnic minorities in Denmark, which will be 
further discussed in the second and third working questions. 
  
3.5.7 Orientalism 
 
Orientalism refers to the composed understanding and view on foreign cultures and places by viewpoint 
from primarily European and Northern Americans (Haldrup & Kofoed 2009:39). It entails the formation 
of othering of people from a western vantage point through perspectives and discourses. From this 
viewpoint there differentiated between  “us” and “them” - “them” as the uncivilised and 
primitive(ibid:42), in a contrast to “us” which contains developed, ideal, civilised and rational western 
people (ibid:39). 
  
We will use the concept of orientalism in analysing how the media has interpreted the events and 
reactions of the crisis, and furthermore in relation to the theory of ‘clash of civilisation’. The concept will 
used in analysing the clashing viewpoints and furthermore distinguish whether orientalism is prehending 
successful multiculturalism in Denmark. 
 
3.6 Conclusion 
 
These are the theories that having now been explained in greater detail will in combination allow us to 
answer our sub-questions and research question in our coming analysis chapter. Eric Barendt’s freedom 
of speech will mainly be used in looking at whether freedom of speech is fundamental in a democracy, 
whereas Huntington’s Clash of Civilisations will be used when looking at the construction of free speech 
in Danish society and the causes for the disagreements in relation to the views of free speech between 
Muslims and ethnic Danes in Denmark. The concepts which we have mentioned will be incorporated 
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throughout the remained of the paper as they provide us with background reasoning for different 
arguments and reactions to the cartoons. 
  
  
 
4. Analysis 
4.1 Introduction 
  
The following chapter is divided up into three sections, each section being devoted to answering one of 
our three working questions. This will ultimately lead to answering our research question. The first 
section will give some background information to the concept of democracy and how it is linked to 
freedom of speech in Denmark. This will be done predominantly by incorporating Eric Barendt's four 
arguments to establish why we freedom of speech is necessary in a democratic society. Secondly we will 
identify the conflicting views for and against the publications of the Mohammed cartoons in order to gain 
an understanding of how they were interpreted differently. This will help us to analyse how the crisis 
escalated from a national to international level. The final section will concentrate on answering our third 
sub-question as to how the crisis of the Mohammed drawings reflected a misinterpretation of how free 
speech should used in a democratic society. Through our analysis we aim to gain a complete 
understanding of how freedom of speech was used to defend the publications (working question 2) and 
furthermore how the crisis challenged some core assumptions about how freedom of speech should be 
practiced. 
 
4.2 Why is freedom of expression seen as fundamental in a democratic society? 
 
What is a democratic society? 
 
A democratic society is “a state of society characterised by formal equality of rights and 
privileges”(civicsandcitizenship.edu.au). Apart from this definition we have chosen, the term 
democracy can be interpreted in different ways. The ancient Greek academics such as Aristotle 
and Plato, saw democracy as a form of government (Atherton 1946). Plato’s fundamental 
thoughts of a democracy was for a long period of time seen as the definitive essential definition: 
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 “Democracy, then, I think, arises, whenever the poor win the day, killing some of the 
opposite party, expelling others, and admitting the remainder to an equal participation in 
civic rights and offices...A democracy, will be in all likelihood, an agreeable lawless, 
particolored commonwealth, dealing with all alike on a footing of equality, whether they 
be really equal or not”(Atherton 1946). 
 
In a modern society, the right to participate in voting elections can be seen as one of the key 
characteristics of democracy. The right to free discussions and the sharing of political power is 
principally seen as the real foundation of a modern democratic society. Emery Reves states in his 
Democratic Manifesto from 1942, that: 
 
 “Every opinion must be expressed and must be studied by authorities with the utmost 
attention and care, for only through free discussion and brave reasoning can an accurate 
theory of political issues be adopted, and the proper governing authorities be 
determined” (Reves 1942).  
 
This statement emphasised the right to be heard as an important component of in a democratic 
society. 
Neher and Marley, later on argued that an ideal description of a democracy would have to 
include certain human rights. Accordingly they developed a model for defining a democratic 
society in which: 
 “(1) the citizens participate in choosing government leaders, (2) candidates for elective offices 
compete against one another, and (3) the government recognizes citizens’ civil and political 
liberties”(Neher & Marlay 1995). 
  
Furthermore Reves has elaborated on these preconditions for a democracy to exist, arguing that a 
democracy must be parallel to development. 
“Democracy is considered as an atmosphere, in which modern humanity can live, 
prosper and progress. And democracy can never be a rigid system, which might lead to 
wars, revolutions and dictatorship. Conversely, constant readjustment and rejuvenation 
are needed for democracy” (Reves 1942). 
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The legal framework of freedom of expression in Denmark 
   
Freedom of expression can be clearly linked to democracy. If the right to vote is a part of 
democracy the population must also have the right to freely express their opinions, meaning that 
freedom of speech is a depends on democracy and vice versa (Frøbert 2000:15). Freedom of 
speech is about right to express thoughts and criticism about any societal issue as well as religion 
and philosophical subjects (Ibid). It is a human right that is incorporated in the Danish 
constitution. Freedom of speech does not restrict (through censorship) the publication of 
potentially offensive material unless there is a direct motive to offend which can only be 
investigated once the material has been published after which the publisher can be subject to 
prosecution. 
  
The Danish Constitution 
  
Freedom of speech and expression was implemented in the Danish constitution in 1849, 
described in section 90, and furthermore in 1953 in section 77 as being: 
  
“Anyone is entitled to in print, writing and speech to publish his or hers thoughts, yet under 
responsibility to the courts. Censorship and other preventive measures can never again be 
introduced.” (freedomhouse.org) 
  
 This law entitles everyone to use free speech and expression, meaning, everyone have the right 
to publish whatever they feel like, however, the published material can be accounted as 
punishable within other subjects of the constitution, which is left to the courts to judge. 
Furthermore the law prevents censorship to be implemented by lawmakers, as it would decrease 
the individual’s freedom to speak freely without restraints and thus be against the democratic 
ideology (Frøbert 2000:20). 
  
As the law in section 77 gives absolute freedom to publish any material or thoughts, restrictions 
of freedom of speech can only be considered after the actual publication of the material (Frøbert 
2000:22). The limits on freedom of speech are found within other subjects of the constitution, 
such as national security, childpornography, libel, blasphemy and hate speech/racism (Ibid). In 
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the case of the Mohammed Drawings, several Muslim individuals tried to prove that these limits 
had been overstepped.  
  
The case of the Mohammed Drawings 
  
On the 30th September 2005, Jyllands posten published 12 drawings of the prophet Mohammed, 
and was, because of these drawings, accused of hate speech and blasphemy under section 266b 
and section 140 in the Danish constitution. The accusation came from individuals in the local 
muslim society of Aarhus, and was written with the Police Director of Aarhus Police. In section 
266b, it is written as follows: 
Whoever publicly, or with intention to disseminating in a larger circle makes statements or other 
pronouncement, by which a group of persons is threatened, derided or degraded because of their 
race, colour of skin, national or ethnic background, faith or sexual orientation, will be punished 
by fine or imprisonment for up to 2 years. 
  
Sec. 2. When meting out the punishment it shall be considered an especially aggravating 
circumstance, if the count has the character of propaganda. (grundloven.dk, 15/5-2015) 
  
Blasphemy is defined in the Danish constitution section 140 as follows:  
  
Anybody who publicly mocks or insults any in this country legally existing religious community 
tenets of faith or worship, will be punished by fine or imprisonment for up to 4 months. 
(grundloven.dk, 15/5-2015) 
  
 A Danish regional judge in Viborg discontinued the investigation of the offence case, due to the 
lack of evidence that should have proven the right to freedom of speech was not to be main 
argument behind the publication of the drawings (Fode, H., 2006; ). The decision to discontinue 
the investigation was criticised by individuals and organisation whom filed several complaints, 
leading the case to revised by the The Director of Public Prosecutions, Henning Fode. (Fode, H., 
2006; ). Henning Fode agreed with the decision to discontinue the investigation. 
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These Muhammed publications sparked a debate about whether freedom of expression gives the 
right to offend other cultures and their religion in particular. On the 27th March 2006, 27 Muslim 
organisations accused Jyllands-Posten of blasphemy and discrimination. The reactions to the 
publications of the cartoons escalated quickly as demonstrations against Denmark ended up with 
more 150 people dead, and Danish embassies burned to the ground (Ibid). 
  
Freedom of speech discourse is centered around and is influenced by both the media and political 
debates. The right to free speech is important for a liberal democracy in order to ensure a fair 
political decision making process. Without free speech, certain arguments would not be 
addressed and there would be a lack of consensus to ensure a fair debate. Although Danish law 
protects freedom of speech in Section 77 of the constitution, the legal restrictions in the penal 
code against “hate speech” (blasphemy, libel and racism) are not well defined (ICLA 2014). 
Without clear and well-defined limits free speech becomes widely contested. The law also does 
not distinguish between true or false statements, which lead to further ambiguity. 
 
 Relationship between democracy and freedom of speech 
  
Based on our previous discussion, freedom of expression can be seen as a fundamental human 
right, and one of the most important components of a democratic society. Freedom of speech is 
essential in a democratic society in order to ensure the possibility of debate and responsibility. 
(Jørgensen 2004:19). Freedom of expression is also about the right to seek and receive 
information and share thoughts, beliefs, opinions and impressions. The relationship between 
freedom of speech and democracy is substantially linked, and you tend to question whether it is 
democracy that justifies freedom of speech, or if it is freedom of speech that justifies a 
democracy. 
  
When considering freedom of speech as a precondition of a democracy, we must draw upon the 
aforementioned (chapter three) four point theory from Eric Barendt about why we need free 
speech. This is because the point "The argument from citizen participation in a democracy" (Barendt 
2005:18) is as explained about how free speech is a key principle in a democratic society and as Denmark 
is classed as a democracy, we must attempt to assess the extent to which we have free speech in Denmark. 
Denmark is often seen as being a country with lenient laws on both the censorship of freedom of speech 
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and the press which is of course illustrated through Jyllands-Posten’s publication of the Mohammed 
cartoons in 2005 and arguably even more so through the republication of these cartoons later on. Freedom 
House classifies Denmark as a country with an extremely free press giving it a score of eleven with one 
meaning entirely free and one hundred meaning entirely restricted (Karlekar:2003). Despite the fact that 
freedom of speech and freedom of the press are not the same thing, there is still a distinct link and 
comparisons that can be drawn between the two as the publication of the Mohammed cartoons arguably 
comes under both. 
  
We can take the suspicion of government, another of Barendt’s four points, to help us further our 
understanding of why free speech is a necessity in a democracy such as Denmark. In theory, if we were 
not allowed to criticise or be against the governing body in a government then technically it cannot be 
classed as a democracy if we take the basic definition of a democracy as being the fact that everyone has 
equal rights and privileges (Barendt 2005:25). This would be because it would in principle stop us from 
having an open viewpoint on an issue which is definitely not democratic. If we were not allowed to 
criticise or say anything about a potentially corrupt government then nothing would be done about it 
(Ibid) 
  
If we see freedom of speech as helping a person achieve self-fulfilment in terms of their personality then 
it can in fact be argued that this was what artist  Kurt Westergaard, editor Flemming Rose and Jyllands-
Posten were portraying their personal views on a matter that many may disagree with or find offensive. 
This extends to be an argument for why the cartoons were in fact acceptable if they feel that they have 
bettered themselves through publishing these cartoons. Limiting a person from presenting their views 
through a cartoon can in fact be argued to be denying a person’s freedom speech so the uproar if the 
cartoons had been prohibited from being published by the government could arguably have been as big 
and extreme as the reaction that did happen (Barendt 2005:14).  
  
Denmark is a member of both the UN and EU and complies with The Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights (un.org). We can see in this declaration that there should be a freedom of opinion and expression 
in all the countries that follow it leading us to believe that freedom of speech is in fact fundamental in a 
democratic society (Ibid). There is however a slight complication when discussing this point as things 
mentioned by Mill such as hate speech fall into a grey zone due to the fact that hate speech is generally 
not seen as being acceptable in Danish society at all but technically it is allowed by Danish and UN law 
despite being deviant. This can bring up the neverending debate of what is more important; the law or 
social norms? This is why we must incorporate Mill’s work into our own research as he mentions that 
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hate speech should be permitted at the person saying it’s own risk, i.e. they should have to face the 
consequences for what they have said if they offend a group of people and they then retaliate (Mill 1978 
cited in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 2012). 
  
In relation to Mill’s harm principle it can be argued that there is a subjective definition of harm (as it can 
be physical or emotional), hence it can then be argued that the cartoons had not caused any harm as he 
states that anything can be expressed no matter how immoral it may seem (Mill 1978 cited in Stanford 
Encyclopedia of Philosophy 2012). This links on to what Mill said on hate speech as it is assumed that it 
was not the objective of Jyllands-Posten to insult the Islamic population of the world but rather for the 
humour of the Danish people and Flemming Rose also stated in an interview that it was in a way to test 
the Danish limits of freedom of speech and to see what the repercussions would be after the publication 
(Rose 2006:2). This can also indirectly be linked to Barendt’s point about the importance of discovering 
the truth as we can interpret this objective as the author and editor at Jyllands-Posten were attempting to 
see if the government would punish them or if they stayed true to their legislation on freedom of speech. 
Therefore, as the cartoon itself was not directly threatening or abusive towards anyone (although arguably 
blasphemic) it cannot be classed as hate speech and the Danish government cannot prosecute either Kurt 
Westergaard or Flemming Rose. 
  
Having used Denmark as a our prime example, it can be concluded that freedom of speech is indeed a 
fundamental component of democracy. Although we have not done a comparative study of a democratic 
society and a non-democratic society, it is clear to see that in a dictatorship, a population often has limited 
options of expressing their thoughts and opinions about the regime due to censorship (Karlekar 2003). We 
can see from applying Barendt and Mill’s theories to Denmark and the country’s values that freedom of 
speech is necessary for the people in a democracy. In order for the regime to remain democratic, the 
population needs to be able to freely express their views and not be oppressed. 
  
4.3. How was freedom of speech used to defend the publications of the Mohammed 
caricatures in 2005 and what were the arguments against the publications? 
 
Throughout this section we will identify and discuss some of the key events that took place in 
response to the satire drawings, as well as the different arguments for and against them with the 
purpose of understanding why they were originally published. It is also important to look at the 
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reactions that occurred during different periods of the crisis as they played a role in how 
controversy escalated. We start with a brief summary of the different time periods in which the 
crisis escalated. 
  
In the first period (30 Sep, 2005-Dec 25, 2005) of the crisis, the cartoon affair began on a 
national scale with a “low intensity of contention” (Lindekilde et al 2009:294). During this 
period there were several events which played a role in escalating the situation towards a higher 
intensity of contention on an international level. First was the inquiry of a public apology by the 
Muslim community in Denmark and this was followed by the refusal of the Danish Prime 
Minister to meet with 11 Muslim ambassadors who represented a majority of Muslims from the 
Middle East. Next, in November 2005 a delegation of Muslims were sent to the Middle East to 
gain support against the publications. 
  
During the second phase (26 Dec, 2005-03 Feb, 2006) the controversy developed to an 
international scale with a medium intensity of contention (Lindekilde et al 2009). 
Demonstrations took place outside of Denmark and European countries republished the drawings 
to show solidarity with Jyllands-Posten. A significant domestic event during this period was the 
discontinuation of legal case against Jyllands-Posten by State Prosecutor (discussed in the first 
working question). 
  
  
By the third phase (04 Feb, 2006-25 Feb, 2006) the controversy had reached its climax. The 
drawings and reactions to them became highly contested on a global scale. The first week of 
February 2006 saw attacks on Danish embassies in Syria, Lebanon, Iran and Indonesia. While 
Denmark gained support from the US, NATO and EU,  demonstrations and violence continued 
and became more widespread. The final phase (26 Feb, 2006-20 Mar, 2006) saw a de-escalation 
of the crisis through a more national scope and “low to medium level of intensity” (Lindekilde et 
al 2009:296). 
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4.3.1. Arguments/Reactions 
 
The editors of Jyllands-Posten justified the publications by arguing that they were meant to 
challenge self imposed censorship (Yilmaz 2011:6) and the objective was to “push back self-
imposed limits on expression” (Rostbøll 2009:625) which existed because of fear of hurting 
some minorities’ feelings and how they would react (Kunelius and Eide cited in Kunelius et al 
2007:10). The newspaper defended themselves through the following statement. 
 
“The modern secular society is dismissed by some Muslims. They demand special 
treatment when they insist on special consideration of their religious feelings. This is 
incompatible with secular democracy and freedom of speech, where one should be ready 
to stand scorn, mockery and ridicule. This is certainly not always very sympathetic or 
nice to look at, but this is irrelevant in the context.” (Jyllands-posten cited in Lindekilde 
et al 2009:291) 
  
 As indicated within the statement made by Jyllands-posten it can be argued that there was an 
intention to scorn, mock and ridicule the Muslim community in Denmark simply because they 
are Muslims and the paper had the right to do so (Hervik, 2012:217). This intention to provoke 
the Muslim community suggests a planned strategy to confront and provoke Muslims (Kunelius 
et al 2007) through “negative dialogue” (Hervik 2012). 
  
On October the 6th 2005, 7 days after the publications, Jyllands Posten wrote an article about an 
Imam from Aarhus, whom demanded an apology to the Muslims for the cartoons (Copenhagen 
Post in Jyllands Posten 2005).  The Imam asking for these was Raed Hlayhel, his statement was: 
“This type of democracy is worthless for Muslims, Muslims will never accept this kind of 
humiliation. The article has insulted every Muslim in the world. We demand an apology!” 
(Hlayhel cited in Jyllands Posten 2005). 
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A significant event that can be said to have initiated the crisis to a wider level of contention was 
the refusal of the Danish Prime Minister to meet with Muslim diplomats. On October 21, PM 
Anders Fogh Rasmussen showed his defense for Jyllands-Posten by refusing to meet with a 
group of Muslim diplomats justifying his decision as a “matter of principle” (Rostbøll 
2009:626)- referring to the principle of “freedom of speech” (Yilmaz 2011:6)- and used 
Enlightenment values as a justification for the drawings (Rostbøll 2009:626). Such values (i.e of 
free expression) are the core of Danish ideology. Hence the debate became about standing firm 
on such values as opposed to “giving in to the demand for respect of religious feelings” (Rostbøll 
2009:626). 
  
On the 20th December 2005 22 former Danish ambassadors criticised the PM for not meeting the 
Muslim ambassadors (Berlingske Tidende 7.01.2015). Sheik and Imam Raed Hlayhel showed 
the drawings to the Grand Mufti of Lebannon back in 2005, whose reactions to the drawings 
were: “They must have been made by a person with no morals.” (Grand Mufti of Lebannon cited 
in Kjør 2007). 
  
Prime Minister Rasmussen showed where stood in this debate as seen can be seen in an interview 
published in  Jyllands-posten on October 30,2005: 
 
“What is fundamental in this case is that enlightened and free societies make it further 
than unenlightened  and non-free societies, exactly because some dare to provoke and 
criticise authorities, either political or religious authorities…I will never accept that 
respect for people's religious affiliations will lead to restrictions on the press”. (Hervik 
and Berg cited in Kunelius et al 2007:29) 
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The prime minister further emphasised that “fear must not lead to self censorship” (Ibid:29) 
concluding  that there could not be restrictions on free speech (although it is restricted in the 
Danish Constitutional Act which the PM acknowledged in a later statement). 
  
 Since freedom of speech became the dominant frame from which the crisis was viewed, other 
perspectives were excluded and it became simply an “us” (Denmark) versus  “them” (Muslim) 
[3] [4] argument of free speech vs religious dogma (Ibid:29). The consensus amongst  all 
participants in the debate was that it was Jyllands-postens fundamental right to free speech to 
publish the caricatures, but the debate centered around how and by whom this right should be 
exercised. This question reflected the conflicting (political) views of how freedom of speech is 
understood in a democratic society.[5] [6]  
 
Another important event was when Muslim delegations were sent to the Middle East to inform 
about the situation and gain support. Journalist Lars Hedegaard argued that the Imams sent to the  
Middle East were there to spread lies about the situation in Denmark (Ibid). 
  
4.3.2. Sub-conclusion: 
All the previous events helped to “internalise” (Lindekilde et al 2009) the affair although it is 
debated which one was more significant in causing the escalation of the crisis. However it can be 
said if either of these events had not occurred (i.e. if PM Rasmussen had agreed to meet the 
Muslim diplomats) the crisis would not have developed to such a high level of contention 
(Yilmaz 2011:9). Regardless of whether it remained a domestic issue the cartoon affair, in a 
European context, would have been an equally significant event for the populist right to 
intervene (Ibid). Some Danish critics have argued that Jyllands-Posten had already published 
hateful caricatures of Muslims, and that the drawings in 2005 were a friendly gesture by the 
newspaper toward the government who needed support from the a right wing party (Kunelius 
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and Eide cited in Kunelius et al 2007:10). Hence the affair can be understood as a strategy of 
intervention by the radical right wing who emphasise anti-immigration (Yilmaz 2011). 
  
The two events show how the interpretations of the controversy by different actors (and their 
reactions) was as important to the understanding and meaning [7] of the cartoons as much as the 
images themselves. 
4.3.3.Analysis of first event through Danish media: 
 
Although the media is not a focal point of the project, it is important to understand how different 
newspapers framed the crisis differently. The two Danish newspapers with the highest 
circulation, Politiken and Jyllands-Posten often stood in opposition to each other. These 
opposing views represent different political agendas and bias. While Jyllands-Posten calls itself 
an independent liberal newspaper it has close ties with the government and  hence can be 
classified as government- friendly. Politiken on the other hand opposes the current government 
with closer ties to the Labour Party (Socialdemokratiet ) and the Social Liberals (Det Radikale 
Venstre) (Hervik and Berg cited in Kunelius et al 2007). 
  
Jyllandsposten (a government friendly newspaper) used freedom of speech to defend and support 
the publications. A key message of their coverage between February 1-15, 2006 (during which 
the crisis developed from national to global) was that “provoking and offending others are often 
unavoidable consequences of freedom of speech” (Ibid:27). Jyllandsposten very rarely 
commented on the government's handling of the crisis, but referred to re-publications of the 
drawings by (Western) European countries in their defense of free speech. Politiken on the other 
hand was often critical of the way the government handled the crisis.  This paper along with 
Berlingske Tidende frequently criticised  Jyllands-posten and Ekstra Bladet (Kunelius et al 
2007). 
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The refusal of the Danish PM was portrayed differently by the former newspapers. Politiken was 
more critical of the Prime Minister’s decision not to meet with the Muslim diplomats. They 
concluded that the Muslim ambassadors wanted a dialogue and that the refusal to meet was the 
main cause of the global reactions (Ibid). 
  
Political commentator Ralf Pittelkow countered this by stating: 
“The case of the Muhammad cartoons is in fact quite simple. It is a matter of: are we 
supposed to introduce restrictions in the Danish freedom of speech out of consideration 
of Islam?”(Ralf Pittelkow, Jyllands-Posten, 5.2.2006 cited in Kunelius et al 2007:30) 
  
Pia Kjærsgaard, an extreme right wing politician supports this understanding by arguing that the 
crisis has resulted from a battle between values (Ibid). Within this first frame, the cartoons are 
perceived as innocent and the reactions confirm a fear of offending Islam and self-censorship. 
Furthermore, Karen Jespersen, a former minister from the Social Democratic Party, argues that 
many versions of Islam do not support “rights of freedom, such as we know them” (Hervik and 
Berg cited in Kunelius 2007:31). Within this  simplified  black and white framework, “we” 
(supporters of free speech) are placed in a positive light as opposed to the “others” (supporters of 
Islam) presented as purely negative (Ibid). This perspective will often make use of some of the 
repressive practices of Islam to strengthen its position through its emphasis on fear and terror. In 
an editorial by newspaper Ekstra Bladet (1.3.2006) Islam is presented as a religion which does 
not respect human rights referring to some extreme examples of  harsh treatment of women in 
Saudi Arabia (Ibid). 
  
Politiken and Berlingske Tidende did not support the motive of publications as they were seen to 
be unnecessarily provocative and through the simplified “us” vs “them” dichotomy, they were 
perceived as the “enemy” (Ibid:32). This one sided perspective in frame 1 is characterised by 
38 
fear of Islam, Islamists and the Middle East. The Muslim community and their reactions are held 
solely responsible for the escalation of the crisis. In this “good” vs “bad” framework, there is no 
in between and certainly no room for dialogue (Ibid:32). 
  
The second framework sees freedom of speech as a fundamental human right with limitations not 
only in legal terms according to Danish law (as discussed earlier in the chapter) but also through 
consideration for and the need to respect others (Ibid:32). Here the publications were seen as an 
intent to test self-censorship. Again freedom of speech was used to argue for them and as 
emphasised by the chief editor of Berlingske Tidende it was not something new within Danish 
society. 
 
“It all began with Jyllands-Posten´s wish to test the Danish self-censorship. The 
newspaper was entitled to publish the cartoons, as other newspapers were entitled to 
assess that it was an unnecessary provocation which could be experienced as offensive” 
(Niels Lunde, Berlingske Tidende, 5.2.2006 cited in Ibid:33) 
  
This framework focuses on the global reactions rather than the national context (Ibid:33). Again 
Islamism, through its rather simple portrayal,  is characterised by “submission, repression and a 
lack of human rights” standing against Christianity (Ibid). Niels Lunde writes that some Muslims 
simply do not understand “our” way of life and thinking, and will not accept “our” democratic 
values (Ibid). Again Muslims are pictured as negatively different from “us”. 
  
In contrast with the first framework, the Danish Imams were only held partially accountable. 
However by partially blaming them, this shifted the responsibility away from the Danish 
government (ibid:34). All in all, those writing within this frame argue that freedom of speech 
should have limits in regards to respect for everyone. 
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The third and last frame “the demonisation of Muslims” (ibid:34) presents Muslims as victims of 
the crisis arguing that Islam has for a long time been under attack in Denmark and that the 
drawings were the “last straw” (Ibid). In an article by Sune Skadegaard Thorsen from Politiken 
date 9.2.2006, she argues that Muslims rights (building Mosques and burials, etc) are being 
obstructed and that there is a growing sense of Islamophobia (Ibid). 
  
In another article by Politiken, Eva Smith states: 
 
“Jyllands-Posten's cartoons was just another brick in an everyday climate of criticism 
and disbelief towards Muslims...The cartoons were the last straw.” 
(Politiken, Eva Smith, 18.02.2006) 
  
In this frame, writers parallel this oppression of Muslims with anti-Semitism portraying the crisis 
as one of “religious intolerance” (Hervik and Berg cited in Kunelius et al :34). Rune Engelbreth 
Larsen criticises the editor-in-chief Carsten Juste at Jyllands-Posten in a column by Politiken 
(11.2.2006) referring to the case where drawings of Jesus were denied publication indicating a 
double standard regarding self censorship (ibid:34). In an article by Berlingske Tidende, Former 
foreign minister Uffe Ellemann-Jensen draws on the example of Jyllands-Postens refusal to 
publish caricatures of the Holocaust (Ibid:35), showing there are limits to free speech and self-
censorship is sometimes needed. 
  
Although it is again agreed that it was Jyllands-Postens right to publish the drawings the 
language used in the articles within this frame is a lot more critical as shown by Politiken. 
  
“At Politiken we have from the beginning defended Jyllands-Postens right to make a fool 
of them. An in inalienable part of freedom of speech is to make a fool of oneself and 
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write, draw or say the wrong this. Often it is not until we end up in the encounter between 
right and wrong that we can identify what is right, as John Stuart Mill has expressed.”[8]  
  
(Politiken, editorial, 9.2.2006) 
  
As previously mentioned Politiken opposes the present government and was highly critical of 
their handling of the situation. Therefore the majority of articles used in this frame (by Hervik 
and Berg) came from Politiken. They offer, in opposition to the first frame, a somewhat extreme 
perspective. 
  
Freedom of expression was not seen as a focal point of the crisis, yet  it was part of the 
discussion. Understanding freedom of speech was argued to be more complex than how it was 
presented in the other frames, challenging the logic behind them. This is shown in a statement by 
law professor Henrik Zahle in Politiken (13.2.2006): 
 
“The one that expresses oneself can be met with criticism and worst of all condemnation. 
The one that condemns do not deny freedom of speech, but criticises the specific 
expression and the one who is criticised cannot defend themselves just by referring to 
freedom of of speech but has to respond to the same discourse”. (Cited in ibid:35) 
  
The argument here is that criticism is part of (a reaction) to freedom of speech and the problem 
was not centered on freedom of speech but rather the nature (motive) of the cartoons. 
Furthermore it was questioned as to why the Prime Minister (and the Danish government) did 
not criticise the cartoons and Jyllands-Posten or at least distance themselves from the issue. As 
professor of international relation, Ole Weaver put it: “This would only happen in a semi-
authoritarian, where the press the press nervously listens to signs of the government's goodwill 
or displeasure” (Kristeligt Dagblad, 1.3.2006, cited in ibid:35). 
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In this frame, the prime minister, Jyllands-Posten and right-wing politicians supporting the 
Danish People's Party were blamed for the escalation of the crisis by stirring up nationalistic and 
anti-Islamic attitudes (ibid:35). In contrast to the previous frames, responsibility for the crisis 
shifted away from Danish Imams and was placed on all society including ethnic Danes (Ibid:36). 
  
4.3.4. Sub-conclusion: 
 
As previously mentioned Politiken opposes the present government and was highly critical of 
their handling of the situation sympathising with the Muslim community. Therefore the majority 
of articles (by Hervik and Berg) used in frame 3 came from Politiken. The first frame supposed a 
contrasting view of complete freedom of speech which was supported by Jyllands-Posten, Ekstra 
Bladet and B.T. Frame 2 lies between these two extremes, arguing for a freedom of speech not 
only limited by law but by respect and consideration for others. 
  
4.4 How did the crisis reflect a misinterpretation of how free speech 
should used in a democratic society? 
  
The theory of political scientist Samuel P. Huntington’s clash of civilisations can further help us 
explain how the crisis developed and how this resulted in a misinterpretation of how free speech 
should be used in a democratic society. As mentioned in the theory chapter, Huntington’s clash 
of civilisations theory reflects some of the implications that arise within the different cultures, on 
behalf of cultural diversities. 
  
In the first part of the article headed “The faces of Mohammed”, Flemming  Rose argues that 
there is  a worldwide fear of Muslims and Islam among "artists, writers, illustrators, translators 
and theater people," is leading to self-censorship Rose intention with these drawings, where to 
question whether or not there is a basis for the fear, as mentioned in the earlier chapters  (of 
Public Prosecutions 2006). Sørlander supports this view of freedom of expression and 
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emphasises that the only thing freedom of expression prohibits is any form of 
censorship(Sørlander 2011:54). 
  
Some of the forms of censorship, points out along Huntington’s thinking on a very liberal free 
speech. Sørlander supports this view of freedom of expression and emphasizes that the only 
thing freedom of expression prohibits is any form of censorship (Ibid.) Inter alia, Huntington 
(Huntington:1996:481 danish edition) argues that writers should be aware of the consequences of 
their works may have, however it is important since different cultures have differentiated view of 
e.g. freedom of expression(Ibid.) 
  
Following section elaborates on the six arguments of Huntington’s clash of civilisation theory, 
analysing the different factors in relation to the Mohammed drawings and the core values of 
freedom of speech. 
  
 
  
4.4.1 “Differences among civilisations are not only real; they are basic” 
  
In Denmark, there is a widespread community of first, second and third generation Muslim 
immigrants(Jacobsen cited in Nielsen 2012:31). Despite proportions of this community being 
well assimilated into Danish society whilst still conforming to fundamental Islamic norms and 
values, there is also a number that do not wish to be integrated and this is often the source for 
conflict with the white Danish people. One issue that has been widely discussed in Denmark over 
the years has been that of pork being served in Danish schools as this is prohibited by Islamic 
faith whereas it is a key part of a lot of traditional Danish food. 
  
Another issue where these two cultures have differing views is that of women and how they 
should/can dress. It is traditional for Muslims to wear a Hijab or in some cases a Burka as 
religion states that women should be covered up whereas Danish women, Christian or secular, 
are more free to wear what they want. This has often been the source for conflict as both groups 
are shaming one another for being degrading towards women (Andreassen cited in Nielsen 
2012:143). 
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Having established that there is a Muslim society within Danish society and that they are not 
always on the same wavelength in terms of their attitudes on things such as lifestyle, religious 
practise and diet, the issue of politics arise, however the Muslim population in Denmark is not 
great enough to make mass political changes to Danish culture and constitution as there is an 
estimated figure of 225,00 Muslims in Denmark (2010) which equates to roughly 3.6% of the 
population (Jacobsen cited in Nielsen 2012:37). 
  
Taking the case of women and gender equality in Islam and Denmark, we draw back to Jesper 
Langballe's (slightly controversial and extreme) statement on inter-family rape and honour 
killings in Islam. Despite Langballe being prosecuted for Racist comments that perhaps breach 
the free speech laws in Denmark (hate speech), it highlighted that there in fact is an issue of the 
way in which women are treated in Islamic society, whether it be in Denmark or an Islamic state 
(not the terrorist group...) (Keskinen 2012:266). Although this view may not be shared with the 
Muslim community it does not conform to the norms and laws about gender equality and 
equality in general in Denmark. 
  
It can be argued that the discrimination of Muslim teenagers (predominantly males)  by the 
Danish public and media, has led to an increase in gang culture as a sort of self fulfilling 
prophecy due to the criticism that they face. This means that as these Muslims face so much 
negative publicity and criticism, they feel  indirectly that they must live up to the image that they 
are given or that they just see it as acceptable to partake in gang activities (Wilkins 1976:175-
183). 
  
We can therefore induce that the differences between these two societies, civilisations or cultures 
(Denmark and Islamic) are in fact not as complex as they first seemed. No two cultures are 
exactly the same but the main differences we have identified here come down to simple values 
and moralities in relation to issues such as gender equality, how children are raised and how we 
live our everyday lives. The two are evidently not too extremely different as there are of course 
many cases where a number of people from each group interact well with that of the other group. 
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Overall, free speech plays an important role in the construction of national identities especially in 
Nordic countries where, among other trends, gender equality is emphasised (Keskinen 2012). 
Such identities in Denmark are created through core values such as “liberal ideas of freedom, 
gender equality and democracy” which are defined against their “constitutive outside...the other” 
(Ibid:262). 
  
4.4.2 “The world is becoming a smaller place” 
  
Due to the rapid rate at which globalisation is occurring, many Western (and other societies) 
have become home to a variety of different cultures, and through this process there is more 
interaction between these cultures. Such interactions create an awareness of the differences 
between people from different cultural backgrounds. While these differences can bring 
individuals together, they can also be the source of conflict as argued by Huntington. Such 
differences have also contributed to the problematic nature of integration of ethnic minorities in 
Danish society. These “cultural differences” were highlighted (mostly by rightwing parties) 
during the cartoon controversy and were used to explain the conflicting views regarding the 
nature of the cartoons. 
  
While many (Western) countries have adopted multicultural friendly policies (supporting the 
successful integration of immigrants), this was not the case in Denmark prior to and during the 
cartoons crisis in 2005. Denmark has never adopted an official multiculturalism policy and, until 
the center-left government came into power in 2011, has been rather critical of multiculturalism 
policies (Lægaard cited in Kivisto and Wahlbeck 2013:170). During the cartoons controversy 
there were, on one end of the political spectrum, the Social democrats, feminists, etc. who 
advocate inclusive policies relating to migration and multiculturalism (Mulinari & Neergaard 
2012). On the other hand, there are culturally racist (mostly extreme right wing) parties with 
representation in parliament (Mulinari & Neergaard 2012). Although they do not advocate 
violence, right-wing parties emphasise the threat Muslims pose to the “extinction” of Danish 
national culture and would tend to use nationalistic ideology to suggest more exclusionary 
policies. As seen in the case of the cartoons, freedom of speech was used as an ideological 
defence of democracy and to argue for nationalistic policies. 
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After the right wing government came into power in 2001, it began an initiative referred to as a 
“battle of culture” or a “battle of values” (Kublitz 2010:112). In 2004, the minister of culture 
Mikkelsen launched the Canon of Culture which was to be a platform for debate on “what it 
means to be Danish” (Ibid). Just before it became public in September 2005, he stated that the 
“new frontier” in the battle were Muslim immigrants who refused to “acknowledge Danish 
culture and European norms” (Ibid). Furthermore he emphasised the growing existence of a 
“parallel society” which stood in opposition to such Western values (free expression and 
democracy) but that these values would not give way to their “medieval” counterparts (Ibid). 
  
Due to globalisation Denmark has received a large number of (Muslim) immigrants especially in 
the 1960s and 1970s during which immigration policies were more lenient. However, in the past 
decades there has been a restrictive turn towards immigrants in Denmark (Mouritsen and Olsen 
2013). In the late 1960s and 1970s they were referred to as “guest workers” (Kublitz 2010), in 
the 1970s and 1980s they were perceived as  “immigrants” or “ethnic minorities” who became 
“objects of integration policies and studies” (Swartz cited in Kublitz 2010:111) and this 
perception further shifted to reconceptualising immigrants as “Muslims” (Hervik cited in Kublitz 
2010). Hence there was a significant change in the focus of Danish discourse on immigrants 
from economic aspects to cultural differences to currently how Muslims “think” (their values and 
ideology) as the obstacle to integration. 
  
This idea of “cultural difference” has prevented (Muslim) immigrants from being able to 
integrate into the Danish nation (Hervik 2012). Hervik distinguishes between national citizenship 
which implies devotion to Danish ideology and traditions, and state citizenship which implies the 
legal status of immigrants (Ibid). He argues that Muslims with state citizenship are not 
necessarily national citizens as that would require belief in and dedication to Danish culture and 
values. National identities in Denmark are created through core values such as “liberal ideas of 
freedom, gender equality and democracy” which are defined against their “constitutive 
outside...the other” (Keskinen 2012:262). 
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Since Western (liberalism) and Muslim (Islam) cultures seem to greatly differ in terms of 
religion and ideology, there is growing consensus in Denmark that they cannot coexist 
simultaneously and are therefore incompatible (Hervik 2012). In his recent study based on 55 in-
depth interviews, Danes-using the “host-guest” metaphor- positioned themselves as “hosts” and 
others as “guests” (Hervik 2012:220-221). In their position “guests” were/are expected to follow 
certain rules and if they are not compliant with these rules the hosts would eventually become 
racist and they could not live together in harmony (Ibid). 
  
This view of “cultural differences” is important as it has lead toward an “end of tolerance” 
strategy which was supported by the Danish government after the caricatures and emphasised by 
the right wing Danish People's Party (Ibid). Right-wing parties (especially the Danish People's 
Party) have often used xenophobia to create an image that Muslims pose a threat to Danish 
cultural values and this was another concept used to defend the publications. In an article about a 
zero tolerance policy developing in Denmark, several interviewees expressed views where 
xenophobia was seen as something of a natural reaction within Danish society (Hervik 2012:220-
221). 
  
To summarise, there has been a growing consciousness of “cultural differences” between ethnic 
Danes and (Muslim) immigrants in Denmark, which has been the main source of conflict and 
problem to integration as emphasised by the (previous) right-wing government. As shown in sub-
question 2, the right-wing government often used the idea of “cultural differences” between 
ethnic Danes and Muslims to portray Muslim in a negative way. This will be further discussed in 
Huntington's 4th argument through the “us” vs “them” dichotomy. When comparing this to 
Huntington's second argument we can see there is a clear resemblance in the ideas he expressed 
about a clash of civilisations. 
  
4.4.3 “The processes of economic modernisation and social change throughout the world 
are separating people from longstanding local identities” 
  
As mentioned in theory chapter, Huntington argues the individuals identify less with national 
values, due to globalisation leading to ‘a smaller world and borders between countries becoming 
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less important, and more through shared religious beliefs and common cultural values 
(Huntington 1996:26). During the crisis of the Mohammed drawings the world was divided into 
a western civilisation, which consisted of supporters of freedom of speech, versus the Islamic 
civilisation which led to further conflict. 
  
Even though the concepts of democracy and freedom of speech is not a religion, it seemed to 
unite the western world through core-shared values. Throughout the crisis different newspapers 
and politicians showed their support to freedom of speech by either reprinting the cartoons from 
Jyllands-Posten, or emphasising with the Danish National State Prosecutor decision to 
discontinue the investigation on Jyllands-Posten breaking the criminal code. 
  
Within Denmark several newspapers in Denmark republished the cartoons to show their support 
of freedom of speech. However, all of them did not necessarily defend the drawings, but 
republished the drawings in order to defend the concept of freedom of speech and be united 
through democratic values. Furthermore, newspapers outside the Danish borders reprinted the 
drawings as well, proving their freedom right to publish the Danish Muhammad cartoons. 
  
One of the newspapers, which helped to reprint the cartoons of the Prophet Mohammed, was the 
French newspaper "France Soir (bbc.co.uk)." The consequences of this, however, was to the 
chief editor of France Soir was dismissed by the owner of the newspaper (ibid). The French 
satirical monthly magazine Charlie Hebdo commented on the dismissal of the chief editor at 
France Soir. According to Phillippe Val, the chief editor of Charlie Hebdo, it is unbelievable that 
this could occur, “we must be firm about who makes the law in democracy” (Val cited in Kjær 
2007). By stating this, the chief editor of Charlie Hebdo, shows his and the magazines position in 
the debate of how freedom of speech should be used. 
  
Furthermore, like France Soir, Charlie Hebdo reprinted caricatures of the Prophet Muhammad, in 
February 2006, to show solidarity to Jyllands-Posten. In the magazine was printed three of 
Jyllands-Posten's cartoons, as well as some new. Phillippe Val’s argument behind the re-
publications also aimed to defend Jyllands-Posten in the question of whether or not race 
discrimination was an issue of the drawings. In relation to how the drawings were received in 
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France he stated: ”They said it was a racist paper, which is why I published the cartoons. I was 
appalled because Jyllands-Posten is not a racist paper.” (Val cited in Kjær 2007). The 
publications of the drawings led to the three Islamic organisations in France used their 
democratic right to prosecute the chief editor of Charlie Hebdo, the accusations contained the 
same concepts, blasphemy and race discrimination, as the accusations made against Jyllands-
Posten in Denmark (bbc.co.uk). The court decision in France was seen as fundamental for how 
freedom of speech would be proceeded in the world in the future, which in ended in favor of 
Charlie Hebdo in the right to express and criticise religious beliefs (Kjær 2007). 
  
The main problem of the crisis was, as mentioned, Jyllands-Postens using freedom of speech as a 
right of democratic ideology versus the Muslim civilisation feeling offended by having their 
religious values ridiculed. The Muslim civilisation showed their discontent by gathering and 
practice demonstration to ‘open the politicians minds’ as Imam Raed Hlayhel explained it 
(Hlayhel cited in Kjær 2007). 
  
In relation to this context, Huntington argues that the drawings may have great influence on 
different societies, whereas written text potentially isn’t as powerful as drawings. Generally 
Huntington points out that authors and artists should consider what side effects their work may 
have, in the context of the deep rooted different historical cultural core values. (Huntington 
1996:481 danish edition) 
  
The first protest against the cartoons started within Denmark, which led to 3500 people, 
according to Berlingske Research, uniting to demonstrate in Copenhagen on the 14th of October 
2005 (Berlingske Research, 2015). After the 11 ambassadors were denied a meeting with the 
Prime Minister of Denmark (chapter 4.3, page 40), delegations of danish muslims were sent to 
the middle east, as described in phase 2 in the second working question of the project. This let to 
even bigger reactions, uniting the Muslim civilisation throughout different parts of the world, 
through shared feeling of being disrespected by the newspapers whom decided to publish the 
drawings. That these acts took place between groups that according to Huntington's concept of 
civilisation (Huntington 1993:19 danish edition), belongs to Western and Islamic civilisation, are 
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signs of Huntington's concept of fault line conflicts that may potentially arise between countries 
and groups that differs culturally or religiously(Ibid. ) 
  
After the peak of the crisis in 2005-6, Raed Hlayhel, who had been an active demonstrator 
against the cartoons, chose to leave the country because the cartoons, according to another Imam 
at the exact same musk in Aarhus (Ismail cited in Kjær 2007). He left Denmark the day after the 
court decided to discontinue the case against Jyllands-Posten (Stjernefeldt & Eriksen 2013). 
  
About leaving Denmark and its democratic system, Raed Hlayhel stated:“Im very happy that I 
left Denmark, I feel like a winner, not a loser. I believe that if I live in a country, I have to be 
respected. That is me as a person, my religion and beliefs. I won’t stay in a country where I feel 
humiliated and disrespected.” (Kjær  2007). 
  
By this statement one could argue that national values within the country that the individual lives 
in, is not what the person identify themselves with. The values of culture, and in this case also 
religious ideology, is what Raed Hlayhel and the rest of the Muslim civilisation identify 
themselves with, as Huntington referred to in his third argument of clash of 
civilisations(Huntington 1996:26). Not only the Muslims became united due to their shared 
values and beliefs, but furthermore the democratic ideology united the cultural value of freedom 
of speech and expression. 
  
4.4.4 The growth of civilisation-consciousness is enhanced by the dual role of the West” 
  
As discussed in the three frameworks in sub-question 2, freedom of speech became the 
dominating frame from which the crisis was viewed and this was only possible through Western 
media. As seen within the first frame by Hervik and Berg an “us” (the West) vs “them” (the rest) 
dichotomy was used to portray Muslims as the enemy and to blame them for the escalation of the 
cartoon crisis. In the national context this was done through right-wing parties and politicians 
(including the PM) who emphasised an existing fear of some of the extreme practices and 
traditions within Muslim culture. Furthermore, they used xenophobia to implicate a threat 
Muslims pose to the “extinction” of Danish national culture. 
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As the cartoon controversy was strictly framed (from a Western perspective) as a problem of 
freedom of speech, all those who protested against the publications were seen as those who did 
not defend the right to freedom of speech. In this simplistic way of viewing the crisis, there was 
no middle ground: it was simply a question of whether one was for or against freedom of speech. 
From sub-question 1 we know that freedom of speech is a fundamental (human) right within a 
democracy and as addressed in Huntington's third argument, it was the core value that united 
Western perspectives in the debate. Islam was often criticised for not having “freedom” in the 
same way again referring to some of their extreme practices and traditions (discussed at the 
beginning of the chapter). 
  
 In defense of the publications, the Danish PM indicated that “enlightenment” values was what 
differentiated the West from the rest: it was something Muslims lacked and therefore were seen 
as a less civilised society stuck in the “Middle Ages”. This portrayal of the Middle East as 
uncivilised and inferior to the West is clearly linked to our previous discussion of orientalism. As 
a response to these simple generalisations by the “Orient” (Western countries), the “Occident” 
(Middle East) has created their own views about the West. In this context, both sides are defined 
by their constitutive outside. Such black and white perspectives indicate that dialogue is not 
possible and they, as stressed by Huntington, represent a conflict that cannot be solved. What 
started as political debate turned into violent protests and demonstrations on a global scale. 
Those who sympathised with Muslims saw the drawings as a direct provocation and was the 
“last straw” in a period of attacks on Islam by the West. 
  
Had the conflict remained within Denmark, it would not be as relevant to the Clash of 
Civilisations paradigm but as it escalated to a point where it was highly contested on an 
international level, it became clear that there are significant “cultural differences” between the 
West and Middle East which could not be solved through dialogue. As such, this could 
potentially lead to a clash of civilisations. 
  
4.4.5 “Cultural characteristics and differences are less mutable and hence less easily 
compromised and resolved than political and economic ones” 
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Huntington argues in his fifth argument that cultural characteristics are less liable to change, 
compared to political and economic ones. As mentioned earlier in the theory chapter, 
Huntington’s understanding of the world society and its actions is understood and portrayed 
throughout different cultures and values, leading each individual to interpret their own idea of 
freedom of speech differently.(Huntington 1993:25) However, even though Huntington argues 
that each individual interprets their own idea of freedom of speech, each civilisation is likely to 
share a common belief of what is acceptable, and what is not. During the Mohammed crisis, 
about 4 months after Jyllands-Posten Muhammad drawings were published, the caricatures of 
the Prophet Muhammad were republished in several newspaper in Europe (DR 2006).This is 
great example which confirms Huntington’s fifth argument, showing an act of support from the 
western world, clarifying and stating the western ideologies and core values. 
  
Huntington furthermore argues that multipolar societies have different core values (Huntington 
1996:67). However, despite this argument, he thinks that the West within the Western 
civilisation should hold on to their values(Huntington 1996:59 danish edition). He furthermore 
emphasises that civilisations don’t have physical limits due to globalisation (Ibid.:67). This can 
explain the coexistence of Muslim and Western civilisations in Danish society (Ibid.:15) and 
further on explain some of the reactions of both the French and the Americans’ behaviour during 
the Muhammad crisis. 
  
Huntington points out that the historical development has shown that the West is the only 
civilisation of all times that have had a negative impact on all civilisation (ibid.:256). By this, 
Huntington emphasises that the West's foreign policy actions are widely regarded as Western 
imperialism of non-Western countries(Ibid.) and with the so-called Islamic renaissance in recent 
decades(Ibid.) it is striking that the Islamic community wants to spread their religious beliefs and 
acts(Ibid.). These arguments will in the near future reduce the possibility that all individuals in 
the world will require the West’s interpretation of human rights. Further on this increases the 
relevance of Huntington’s view, that religion is one of the main elements that distinguish 
civilisations (Huntington 1996:28). This also leads back to Hervik’s statement mentioned in sub-
question 3, where he refers to the fact that religion is one of the main factors that differs the 
Western(liberalism) and Muslim (Islam) culture. (Hervik 2012) 
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Referring back to Huntington’s fifth argument and the belief that cultural characteristics are less 
liable to change, compared to political and economic ones, can based on the aforementioned 
arguments be approved in relation to the current situation of multiculturalism in Denmark. As 
mentioned earlier in the section describing Huntington’s second argument, cultural differences 
has prevented many immigrants from being able to integrate fully into the danish society. Due 
the crisis of the Mohammed drawings in 2005, the core values and ideologies in terms of religion 
of the danish society was put the test, enhancing and intensifying the cultural differences 
between Danes and Muslims. The recent growing consciousness of cultural differences between 
ethnic Danes and Muslim immigrants in Denmark, confirms many of Huntington’s arguments 
saying that cultural characteristics are less liable to change, and furthermore are continuously 
raising debates in the danish society. 
  
4.4.6 “Economic regionalism is increasing” 
  
The Mohammed crisis had further consequences for Danish transnational corporations, which 
resulted in, inter alia, Danish Arla Foods and Danisco becoming victims of a trade boycott of 
Danish products in the Middle East.(DR 2006) Saudi Arabia and the other countries that were 
part of the trade boycott (Ibid.), can be compared to Huntington's aforementioned theory of fault 
line conflicts(Ibid.). This had an impact on the Danish economy and the view of Denmark from 
the perspective of many Middle-Eastern countries as these products had been shamed because of 
the Mohammed cartoons which in fact had nothing to do with them. Here we can see how 
widespread the impact of the cartoons has been, as it can effect someone that is so indirectly 
related to the situation, for example, an employee of any of the companies that were boycotted. 
  
 
4.4..7 Sub-conclusion  
 
By utilising the six points arguments of the ‘clash of civilisations’-theory to the factors of the 
crisis, it has come to shown that the diversity of beliefs and cultural values has a great influence 
on how the events are interpreted, understood and received. Adding the arguments and events 
from the case study of the Muhammad drawings to Huntington’s theory, it can be concluded that 
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the cultural diversities within the danish society was a main factor in the origins of the crisis, 
which furthermore spread to a worldwide phenomena. This could be understood as a clash of 
civilisations. 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Discussion 
  
In the following chapter we will be looking at our analysis and discussing the results we found. 
We will then continue to evaluate the results and begin to apply them to our overall research 
question and try to identify the patterns (if any) that have been found. This will eventually lead 
us perfectly on to our concluding findings and results from the project as a whole. We will also 
be summarising the main reactions to the Mohammed cartoons and how this impacted the 
principle of freedom of speech in Denmark. 
  
Through the analysis of our first sub-question we came to the conclusion that freedom of speech 
is a to a large extent integral and fundamental to a democratic society or country. Having 
explained the history of democracy both worldwide and in Denmark we applied a number of 
theories including that of Eric Barendt and everything pointed to the same answer; that the above 
statement about freedom of speech being fundamental in a democracy is in fact true. There is 
however a single issue that we found to be a very subjective one and that was about where the 
boundary lies as to what freedom of speech. In order to better our understanding of this, we 
looked at the work of John Stuart Mill and John Feinburg as they discussed the harm and offense 
principles put forward by Mill (1978). We then came to the conclusion that offensive speech is 
not punishable by a government however the person who produces it must take responsibility 
and face the repercussions of his/her actions. On the other hand, hate speech, where the objective 
of a person is specifically to degrade or threaten a group of people can be punished with a fine or 
a maximum of two years incarceration. The Mohammed drawings were not classified as the 
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latter as it was not with the intent of insulting Muslims that the cartoons were published despite 
them arguably causing mass offense. 
  
We now move on to our second sub-question where we set out to find analyse the different 
reactions and arguments in favour of and against the Mohammed cartoons. This was done by 
looking at a variety of opinions from different individuals on the matter, placing them on a 
timeline and subsequently comparing them. Through the use of various Danish newspapers that 
responded to the caricatures we looked at which ones defended the cartoons due to the free 
speech principle and which ones opposed them. We found that Politiken was the main critic of 
the drawings stating the immorality of them whereas Ekstra Bladet, B.T. and the original 
publisher Jyllands-Posten where in defense of the fact that freedom of speech should be 
consistent no matter the extremity of the matter. We then continued to look at how different 
politicians and political parties also reacted to these drawings, with the consensus from right 
wing parties such as The Danish People’s Party being that Jyllands-Posten had the right to 
publish the cartoons, although the party then (arguably unnecessarily) continued to attempt to 
worsen the situation due to their policies on immigration etc. A final important view mentioned 
in this sub-question is that of the Danish prime minister at the time, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, 
who was in defense of the cartoons after they came under heavy criticism by an imam from 
Aarhus. The prime minister then made clear his point that he supported the principle of free 
speech in Denmark as he believed it was an integral part of a “free society”. 
  
Before we can summarise our findings we must look at our third and final sub-question, which is 
almost solely based around the analysis of Samuel P. Huntington’s “Clash of Civilizations and 
the remaking of world order”. This section is divided into six sections, each one matching to a 
different argument that Huntington argues is the cause for civilisations to clash. Here we go more 
in depth into how each individual point is relevant to the case of the clash between native Danish 
people and the Muslim community in Denmark. Through the combination of all the points 
mentioned in 4.4, we have identified the majority of the reasons for the clash of civilisation 
(Muslims Vs Ethnic Danes) in Denmark. Furthermore we have analysed and concluded on 
Huntington’s argument that the great cultural diversities between civilisations in our modern 
world will cause great cultural conflicts between countries and groups belonging to different 
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civilisations, which potentially will have an influence on international politics. We cannot 
elaborate much further on this point, as the points are analysed and discussed throughout the 
section. 
  
All in all our sub-questions have given us further insight into understanding the situation of free 
speech in Denmark prior to and after the Mohammed drawings were published in 2005. There is 
a large variety of opinions on freedom of speech and even more so on the Mohammed drawings 
which makes freedom of speech such a difficult concept to define objectively. This is something 
that many scholars have attempted before us, but in fact we have come to a very similar 
conclusion that will be fully summarised in the next chapter. 
  
The crisis of the Mohammed drawings has shown us that the western human rights, including 
freedom of speech, and the right to have a say regarding religious beliefs has led to harsh 
criticism from some islamic countries.  
  
6. Conclusion 
Societies all around the world have over the past decades developed into becoming more 
multicultural, which is reflected in the Danish society and the way freedom of speech is 
portrayed. Through analysing the case study of the Mohammed drawings, it can be concluded 
that there are clear cultural differences between Western and Islamic civilisations, which is 
reflected by their religious and cultural beliefs. These differences in interpretations of values in 
relation to freedom of speech, contributed to the main escalated in the crisis of the Mohammed 
drawings in 2005. 
  
By applying the arguments in Barendt’s framework concerning why freedom of speech is central 
in a democratic society,  it can be concluded that this was certainly the case in Danish society. 
Hence this can lead to conclude that one of the core values on which a democratic society is built 
upon is the value of freedom of speech. 
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The purpose of the 2nd sub-question was to see how the publications were defended through 
core Danish values. Here, we included various opposing arguments for and against the 
publications and how these arguments were framed within the Danish media. We found that 
freedom of speech was the dominant frame from which the crisis was viewed within Western 
Europe. This was an important part of the project in order for to understand how the controversy 
was viewed from the national (Danish) perspective. 
  
Our last sub-question looked at Huntington’s Clash of Civilisations and we applied his six 
arguments to understand the “clash” between the Muslim community and ethnic Danes in 
Denmark which occurred during the cartoon controversy. Here we conclude that through 
differing beliefs and values, these two cultures reacted in very different ways to the publications. 
The Muslims were predominantly against the cartoons, as they believe it was a direct 
provocation toward their religion and cultural values. Hence it can be concluded from our 
working questions that there are fundamental differences in the interpretations of how freedom 
of speech was utilised during the cartoon crisis. 
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